The paper provides a review on the impacts in Czech Lands of two major eruptions with well-known impacts in European climate; Tambora (1815) and Lakagigar (1783). The authors use a wide variety of datasets (observations and documentary) to put into a wider and long-term perspective analysis. Although some parts of the manuscript are interesting, the overall structure is not too clear and novelty and key results are not particularly thrilling. Thus, I consider that the paper should not be accepted as it is and should be reconsidered after the authors improve it substantially.
Moreover, to ensure reproducibility and homogenization of derived datasets it is common for authors to provide all methodological steps on the information and time series derived from documentary sources. Here no such information is provided in section 3 (Methods), underlining perhaps that these are not new datasets (?). Please
clarify.
It is clear that the authors have a large experience in past-climate analysis, particularly over Czech Republic. Thus, it is expected that all relevant literature for the main topic of this work (i.e. impacts of major eruptions in Czech lands) is provided at the introduction, allowing to stress the novelties that will be investigated here. Thus it is rather strange that the first time a key reference evaluating the impact of major eruptions in the mean Czech temperature region is mentioned only at the end (Page 11), and not in the introduction (Mikšovský et al, 2014) . Please clarify. 
(Page 3, sections 4.1)
The term VEI has not been described before. Please provide its meaning here when it appears for the first time (Volcanic Explosivity Index, VEI). It would be also useful to give a range of its scale between 1 and 8 (and a glimpse of the logarithmic nature of its scale, thus emphasizing the much larger volume of lava associated to a VEI-7 when compared to a VEI-6). 
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